e

DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL RECEIVED

Before the MAR 1 71998
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION FEDERAL COA
Washington, D.C. 20554 OFFICE OF THE m“:mm""
In the Matter of )
) CC Docket No. 95-116
Telephone Number Portability ) DA 98-4491
Phase I Implementation ) DA 98-451

REPLY COMMENTS OF SPRINT CORPORATION

On March 2, 1998, a number of carriers, including the Sprint Local Telephone
Companies, requested a delay of the local number portability (“LNP”) Phase I
implementation deadline of March 31, 1998. The companies requesting waivers
explained that they would not be able to meet the Commission’s implementation
deadline due to the failure of the number portability administration vendor to provide a
stable platform capable of supporting LNP. While the vendor has been replaced, the
time lost by the vendor’s inability to meet its contractual obligations has caused the
involved carriers to require a delay in the Phase 1 implementation date.

While the waiver requests were consistent regarding the cause for the delay,
they were not consistent with respect to the date on which implementation would
ultimately take place. For example, Sprint noted it would be prepared to deploy LNP in
the Minneapolis MSA by July 13, 1998. However, in its waiver request, US WEST, the (
dominant ILEC in the MSA, asserted that it would be prepared to provide the service no
sooner than July 17, 1998. Similar discrepancies in Phase | implementation dates are
found throughout the waiver filings.

On March 12, 1998, AT&T filed comments on the various waiver requests.
AT&T agreed that some delay would be necessary for LECs operating in regions affected

by the vendor failure. Toward that end, AT&T suggested a schedule that provides
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specific deployment dates for Phases I, Il and IIL.! Sprint agrees with AT&T that it would
be prudent for the Commission to establish uniform implementation dates for each
Phase affected by the vendor delay in providing the Number Portability Administration
Center (“NPAC”) and encourages the Commission to adopt such a schedule.

However, while Sprint strongly supports timely implementation of LNP, it does
not support adoption of the timeline proffered by AT&T, which provides for a two week
interval between inter-company testing and full LNP implementation. AT&T’s two week
formula is too simplistic and ignores the specific realities involved in each Phase
implementation. The ability to complete implementation within two weeks of testing is
dependent upon the number of central offices in which the service is to be deployed,
the number of LECs involved and the specific manner in which the LECs are
interconnected, among other considerations. In a situation where a LEC has only one or
two central offices to cut-over, a two week time frame can likely be achieved.

However, in most MSAs, there are multiple LECs most of whom will have multiple
switches which, according to AT&T’s schedule, would need to be tested and cut-over
within fourteen calendar days. This, in Sprint’s opinion, is a virtual impossibility.

The only rationale AT&T offers for its suggested two week interval is that once
the NPAC testing has been completed, there is no reason to repeat testing in subsequent
MSAs in the region.?2 AT&T is wrong. It is wrong to assume that, just because the NPAC
interacts correctly with one switch in one MSA, it will respond exactly the same with
every switch. It is true, as AT&T professes, that as each Phase is deployed, valuable
information will have been gained that will make the testing process more efficient.3
Efficiency does not, however, justify eliminating valid testing efforts, nor should it come

at the expense of network reliability which is critical to the successful execution of LNP.

1 AT&T Comments at p.18.
Z2d atp. 17.
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Consequently, Sprint urges the Commission to adopt a uniform implementation
schedule for all Phases of LNP deployment; it should not, however, adopt AT&T’s
proposed schedule. The Commission must instead craft a schedule which provides for
the dominant LEC in the MSA to participate in the initial testing and acceptance of the
NPAC system and to implement LNP either prior to or concurrent with all non-
dominant LECs in the MSA. The schedule should provide for LNP deployment as soon
as possible following reasonable inter~company testing.

MCI also filed comments on March 12, 1998, responding specifically to the
waiver requests made by Sprint and AT&T. MCI does not disagree with the need for
additional time to deploy LNP in the Minneapolis MSA; it does, however, disagree with
the implementation schedules proffered by Sprint and AT&T. First, MCI contends that
May 11t date used by both companies as the stakedate on which the NPAC will be
available, is a “very conservative estimate” and is not an “agreed upon” date.* Sprint
notes that it was Lockheed/Martin, the NPAC vendor, who provided the May 11th ready
date to the industry; Sprint did not on its own choose that date for purposes of its
waiver filing.

Second, MCI suggests that Sprint can deploy LNP much sooner than the date
provided in it’s waiver request. Sprint is puzzled by this claim for a number of reasons.
First, MCI has provided no facts to support its challenge of Sprint’s deployment time
frame. Second, MCI seems to ignore the fact that the implementation schedule
provided by Sprint was among the most aggressive in the industry. In sum, MCI’s
comments have no basis in fact; they should be dismissed by the Commission.

For the reasons set out here and in its waiver request, Sprint asks for a limited

waiver of the Phase I implementation date to provide it additional time to implement

3 1d atp. 15.
4+ MCI Comments at p. 2.
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LNP in those MSAs impacted by failure of the initial LNP data base. Sprint urges the
Commission to provide for the speedy implementation of LNP using an implementation

schedule founded on initial compliance by the dominant LEC in the MSA and providing

for reasonable testing by all impacted carriers.

Respectfully submitted,

SPRINT CORPORATION
By QM

Jay C. ﬂlthley

1850 M Street N.W., 11th FI r
Washington, DC 20036 5807
(202) 857-1030

Sandra K. Williams
P.O.Box 11315
Kansas City, MO 64112
(913) 624-2086

Its Attorneys

March 17, 1998



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Melinda L. Mills, hereby certify that I have on this 17" day of March
1998, served via U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid, or Hand Delivery, a
copy of the foregoing “Reply Comments of Sprint Corporation” in the Matter of
Telephone Number Portability Phase I Implementation, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed this date
with the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, to the persons on

the attached service list.
\,Q,QA/

Melirida L. Mills ~ {_

* Indicates Hand Delivery



Richard Metzger*

Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 500
Washington, DC 20554

Joel Ader*

Bellcore

2101 L Street, NW
Suite 600

Washington, DC 20036

John Muleta

FCC

1919 M Street, NW
Room 500

Washington, DC 20554

Patrick Forster

FCC

2000 M Street, NW
Room 246

Washington, DC 20554

Andre Rausch

FCC

2000 M Street, NW
Room 246

Washington, DC 20554

Wilbur Thomas*

ITS

1919 M Street, NW, Room 246
Washington, DC 20554

James D. Schlichting*

Chief, Competitive Pricing Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Room 518

Washington, DC 20554

Marian Gordon*

FCC

2000 M Street, NW
Room 246

Washington, DC 20554

Geraldine Matisse* (diskette)
Chief, Network Services

FCC

2000 M Street, NW

Room 235

Washington, DC 20554

Alan Hasselwander
Chairman, NANC

4140 Clover Street
Honeoye Falls, NY 14472



Mark J. O'Connor

Piper and Marbury, LLP
1200 19th Street, NW
7th Floor

Washington, DC 20036

Glenn Manishin

Blumenfeld & Cohen Technology Law Group
1615 M Street, NW, Suite 700

Washington, DC 20036

Richard S. Whitt

Anne F. Lalena

WorldCom Inc.

1120 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 400

Washington, DC 20036

John Assonzo

Sprint PCS

4900 Main Street, 12th Floor
Kansas City, MO 64112

Carole C. Harris

Christine M Gill
McDermott Will and Emery
600 13th Street, NW

Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20005

Robert Sutherland
Theodore R. Kingsley
BellSouth

1155 Peachtree St.
Suite 1700

Atlanta, GA 30309

Andre J. Lachance

GTE

1850 M Street, NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

John Readen

Mobex Corporation, Inc.
1150 18th Street, NW
Suite 250

Washington, DC 20036

Caressa D. Bennet
Bennet & Bennet

1019 19th Street, NW
Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036

Richard J. Metzger
Emily Williams

ALTS

888 17th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006



William L. Roughton

PrimeCo Personal Communications
601 13th Street, NW

Suite 320 South

Washington, DC 20005

Peter M. Connelly

Koteen and Naftalin

1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Cathleen A. Massey

Douglas 1. Brandon

AT&T Wireless

1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW
4th Floor

Washington, DC 20036

Nancy Woolf

SBC Companies

140 New Montgomery Street
Room 1522A

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mark Rosenblum

AT&T

Room 3247H3

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Kevin C Gallagher

360 Communications Company
8725 W. Higgins Road
Chicago, IL 60631

Kathleen Abernathy

Airtouch Communications Inc.
1818 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Alan R. Shark

American Mobile Telecommunications
1150 18th Street, NW

Suite 250

Washington, DC 20036

Robert Lynch

Durward Dupre

SBC Companies

One Bell Plaza, Suite 3703
Dallas, TX 75202

Katherine Krause

US WEST

1020 19th Street, NW
Suite 700

Washington, DC 20036



Eric Branfman

Richard Rindler

Russell Blau

Swidler & Berlin

3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20554

Jeannie Grimes* (2-copies)
FCC

2000 M Street, NW

Room 235

Washington, DC 20554

Karen Potkul
NEXTLINK California
1924 Deere Avenue
Santa Ana, CA 72705



